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SUMMARY 
During the 22 years, 1915-36, a total of 12,361 farm mort-
gages were foreclosed in the 31 counties constituting the 
three southern tiers of counties in Iowa. The area foreclosed 
in the 22-year period is equal to 19.8 percent of the farm land 
in the 31 counties. The total of all judgments granted in 
~hese foreclosures was $127,768,000, an average of $68 an 
acre. 
The 22 years are readily divided into four periods . The 
first, 1915-20, is the prosperity period with practically no . 
foreclosures. The second, 1921-30, is the junior mortgage 
foreclosure period with approximately 1 percent of the land 
foreclosed annually. The third, 1931-33, is the first mortgage 
depression period, the high water mark in foreclosures, with 
a peak of 3 per cent of the land foreclosed in 1932. Finally 
the fourth period, 1934-36, is the moratorium period with a 
declining rate of foreclosure while the moratorium is in effect. 
Individuals led all lenders in foreclosing, their total being 
5,194 or 4,2 percent of the grand total of 12,361. Insurance 
companies are next with 3,302 or 27 percent of all cases. In 
third place are the banks with 1,853 foreclosures, constituting 
15 percent of the total. These three lenders were the plain-
tiffs in 84 percent of all foreclosures. The remaining 16 per-
cent are accounted for by joint stock land banks, the Federal 
Land Bank, loan companies and other miscellaneous lenders. 
A sharp contrast exists between the time at which different 
lenders foreclosed. Individuals and banks, representing the 
group with second mortgages and heavy first mortgages, were 
responsible for the majority of foreclosures up to 1930. From 
1930 on, however, the lead is taken by a group of first mort-
gage lenders including insurance companies, joint stock land 
banks and the Federal Land Bank. 
Within the 31-county area, a wide variation in the per-
centage of land foreclosed is evident, the range being from 
11.3 to 38.1. Moreover, there is a decided concentration of 
the high percentages in the center counties, with the low per-
centages in the counties at the extreme east and west bound-
aries of the state. 
A number of possible reasons were examined to determine 
the cause of the variation in percentage of land foreclosed. 
Distribution of mortgages was considered, but only a slight 
relationship was evident between percentage of land mort-
gaged and foreclosure. A second possibility, deeding of land 
in lieu of foreclosure, failed to explain the variation. Differ-
ences in the profitableness of farming, a third suggestion, 
also proved of no value as a causal factor. Crop yields, still 
another factor analyzed, indicated a slight relationship, the 
yields in the area of heavy foreclosure having declined rela· 
tively more than in other areas in the period since 1930. 
When foreclosures were classified according to erosion, the 
resulting percentages showed a tendency for foreclosures to 
be more frequent on the eroded land than on the land not 
eroded. Then when a comparison with soil productivity was 
made, a definite relationship was apparent between good soil 
and few foreclosures and between poor soil and many fore-
closures. The next logical step was a comparison of fore-
closures with land values. In this comparison a clearly de-
fined relationship was evident between high values and few 
foreclosures and low values and many foreclosures. As re~ 
vealed by this and similar studies, there appears to be a gen-
eral tendency to over-appraise the less valuable land. 
Farm Mortgage Foreclosures in 
Southern Iowa-1915.-19361 
By WILLIAM G. MURRAy2 
Foreclosures of farm mortgages, if tabulated for a period of 
years, provide a reasonably accurate financial record of agri-
cultural distress. By their geographical concentration, more-
over, they suggest among other things areas where land has 
been over-valued. With information on these points as the 
major objective, a study of foreclosures was undertaken in 
the southern third of the state, an area including 8 1 counties 
(see fig. 1). From the court house records of the 81 counties, 
information was obtained for the years 1915-86 on a ll farm 
mortgage foreclosures-a total of 12,86l. The analysis and 
discussion contained in this report are based on what t h ese 
12,861 foreclosure sales reveal. 
This report is made up of three parts; first, a division of 
the 22-year history into four periods; second, a classification 
of foreclosures according to lenders or mortgage holder s a n d 
third, a discussion of reasons for the variations in foreclosures 
among the 81 counties. Although the more importan t fore-
closure statistics appear in tables along with the text, com-
plete tabulations, including number, acreage and judgmen t 
data by counties, are presented in the appendix . 
FORECLOSURE PERIODS 
A comparison of the 22 yearly totals making up the 12,861 
foreclosure sales in 81 southern Iowa counties resulted in a 
division into four periods. The first, 1915-20, when fore-
closures were almost unknown, may be characterized as the 
prosperity period. The second, 1921-80, when boom-time 
sales were liquidated, may be termed the junior mortgage 
depression. The third, 1981-88, when the foreclosure rate 
was highest, can be called for good reasons the first mortgage 
depression. Finally the fourth period, 1984-86, when fore-
closures were declining, can for want of a better name be re-
ferred to as the moratorium period, because, as a direct re-
sult of the moratorium in effect in these years, the number of 
foreclosures was measurably reduced. 
lProject 20 of the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station. 
2During the early stages of this inquiry the author was assisted by Mr. H. Wayne 
Bitting. Mr. Bitting summarized the results for 14 out of 31 counties in an un-
published thesis now on file in the Library at Iowa State College. For the present 
31 county report Miss Dorothy Rod prepared the statistical tables. 
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Fig. 1. Number of farm mortgage foreclosures in southern Iowa. 1915-36. This 
map shows the 31 counties included in this study. A discussion of the variation 
among counties appears in the last part of this bulletin. 
PERIOD I 
In not one of the six prosperity years, 1915-20, did the 
total number of foreclosures in the 31 counties included in 
this study reach 100 (fig. 2). The high water mark for these 
years was 1915 with 95 foreclosures, although the 85 cases 
in 1917 represented slightly more acreage and a larger judg-
ment total (table 1). For this 6-year period the average 
number was only 69 a year, almost exactly two foreclosures 
to a county. Since there are approximately 2,000 farms on 
the average in each county, two foreclosures are negligible. 
The few foreclosures that did occur in the prosperity pe-
riod were for the most part unusual cases. For example they 
grew, in many instances, out of legal disputes rather than 
out of financial hard times. This is indicated by relatively 
small judgments in the foreclosure sales during this period 
and by numerous instances of land selling in foreclosure for 
more than the debt against it, an infrequent occurrence in 
later years. In table 1, the small judgments in the pros-
perity years are set forth in the columns headed "total judg-
ment per acre." 
PERIOD II 
This period stands out not only because of liquidation of 
junior mortgages resulting from boom-time purchases but 
also because of the long series of years, 10 in all) during 
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which the rate of foreclosure was maintained at a compara-
tively high level. With the exception of 1921, a transition 
year, total foreclosures for the 31 counties fluctuated between, 
587 and 746. In terms of acreage, approximately 1 percent 
of the area, roughly 100,000 acres, was foreclosed each year. 
Liquidation in dollars during each of the years excepting 1921 
varied between 6 and 8 million. 
A question may arise in the reader's mind concerning this 
constant rate of foreclosure during a period when farm in-
come was anything but uniform. According to fig. 3, farm 
prices dropped drastically in 1921, rose during the n ex t few 
years to a level in 1925 which was well maintained through 
1929. In the light of these facts why did so few foreclosures 
take place in 1921 and so many more in 1925 ; in fact, twice 
as many in 1925 as in 1921? 
The answer is to be found in the circumstances leading up 
to the situation in 1921. Farm prices, income and land values 
had been rising year after year since the turn of the century. 
TABLE 1. FARM MORTGAGE FORECLOSURES IN 31 SOUTHERN IOWA 
COUNTIES. 1915-36. 
Period 
and year 
'Period I 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920. 
Period II 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
Period III 
1931 
1932 
1933 
Period IV 
1934 
1935 
1936 
I I I I Total judgment I Percent-Total per acre age of Number of Acreage judgmen ts 31-county foreclosures foreclosed (000) First I All area 
mtgs * mtgs t foreclosed 
95 11.132 $ 410 $ .... $37 .1 
83 11.062 401 52 36 .1 
85 12.345 564 28 46 .1 
55 6.558 308 '-·0 47 .1 
43 6.570 242 .... 37 .1 
51 7.341 260 46 36 .1 
258 42.911 2.681 63 62 .5 
587 98.329 6.695 84 68 1.0 
633 97.147 7.023 87 72 1.0 
724 110.069 8.360 81 76 1.2 
746 114.629 8.387 85 73 1.2 
636 97.431 6.757 75 69 1.0 
607 94.957 6.339 69 67 .9 
657 100.140 7.095 71 71 1.1 
621 97.914 6.421 70 66 1.0 
623 94.189 6.498 70 69 1.0 
1.033 16&.531 10.832 69 65 1.8 
1.808 286.511 18.564 68 65 3.0 
1.097 170.185 11.742 74 69 1.8 
I 
687 98.003 6.550 73 67 1.0 
650 89.775 6.166 74 69 .9 
582 78.900 5.473 77 69 .8 
Total or average I 12.361 I 1.892.629 I $127.768 I $72 $68 19.8 
*This includes all mortgages foreclosed by agencies lending on first mortgage security 
only, including insurance companies. the Federal Land Bank and joint stock land 
banks. 
tNo information was obtained as to whether a foreclosure involved a first or junior 
mortgage because of the excessive labor required in getting such information. 
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Consequently the price drop in 1921 was not considered per-
manent; many even looked forward to a return to the pros-
perity levels of 1918-20. As the years 1922, 1923 and 1924 
passed without a return to the previous high levels, owners 
with heavy mortgages and lenders on ' these same mortgages 
concluded there was no escape from debt liquidation. The 
10-year period of continuous foreclosure, therefore, was in 
effect a long drawn out liquidation of debts contracted in the 
previous prosperity period. The spacing out of the fore-
closures was in part the result of the varying degrees of opti-
mism held by different lenders and owners of heavily mort-
gaged land and in part a reflection of the differences in mort-
gage burden, the mortgages for the larger amounts per acre 
being foreclosed in the earlier years (see tablel). 
PERIOD III 
The climax in foreclosure history is reached in the years 
1931-33. In this period the volume of forced sales exceeded 
the totals of any previous years including, according to other 
studies,3 those during the depressions in the seventies and the 
nineties of the last century. In 1932, the peak year in fore-
closures, the sheriffs in the 31 counties sold an even 3 percent 
6f the farm land. The transfer of this land to mortgage 
holders, who were the purchasers in practically all foreclosure 
sales, resulted in the cancellation of more than 18 million 
dollars in mortgage debt.4 
No difficulty is encountered in explaining the high rate of 
foreclosure in this period. At this time prices and incomes 
dropped to a level that made it almost impossible for an owner 
with a first mortgage to pay the interest on that obligation, 
even though this mortgage was regarded as a conservative 
loan not exceeding 50 percent of- the land value in the period 
1925-30 . In fact, so low was farm income in these years 
that even owners without mortgages had trouble in making 
both ends meet. Farm income records, including allowances 
for depreciation and all expenses, showed for 1931 a net loss 
of $820 and for 1932 a net loss of $330. Moreover, these 
3Murray, William G. An Economic Analysis of Farm Mortgages in Story County, 
Iowa, 1854-1931. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta., Res. Bu!. 156. J anuary, 1933. 
4The term mortgage debt and judgment have been used interchangeably. In most 
instances the judgment in forer-Iosure, since it includes deHnquent interest and other 
items such as taxes advanced by the mortgage lender, is larger than the original 
mort~age. In a few cases. however, this may not be true. as for example when a 
loan has been reduced substantially by principal payments before becoming delin-
quent. In all cases delinquent items become a part of the debt and a lien against 
the land. Consequently, it has appeared reasonable for our purposes to regard fore-
closure judgments as synonymous with mortgage debt. 
of) 
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Fig. 2. Number of farm mortgage foreclosure sales in 31 southern Iowa counties, 
1915-36. The difference between any period and the others can be readily identified. 
records came from a group of farmers admittedly above the 
average in earning ability.5 
PERIOD IV 
In 1988 the state legislature passed a law, effective in Feb-
ruary of that year, providing for a moratorium on mortgage 
foreclosures for a 2-year period ending March 1, 1985. This 
law has been extended twice, the present moratorium termi-
nating on March 1, 1989. The Moratorium Act ushered in a 
new period of foreclosure history because it allowed the 
owner of mortgaged r eal estate at the start of foreclosure pro-
ceedings to ask for a halt in the foreclosure and provided for 
a continuance of this status quo under a receivership. Al-
though foreclosure sales continued to occur, the rate was 
diminished. This study, since it is concerned only with fore-
closure sales, does not include cases now under the mora-
torium or cases which were under the moratorium but were 
later returned to loans in good standing. Another part of 
the moratorium legislation, not affecting this survey, pro-
vided for a continuation of the redemption period. This ap-
51936 Farm Business Record Report. L . G. Allbaugh. Extension Service. Iowa State 
College. 
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plied to those cases where foreclosur e sale had taken 
but the r ed emption period of 1 year had not expired. 
much as figures in this report include all foreclosure 
these particular moratorium cases are included. 
1915-1936 
place 
Inas-
sales, 
So far the discussion has dealt entirely with the periods 
making up the 22 years covered. It is now appropriate to add 
the four periods together. From 1915 through 1936 the total 
of all foreclosures in the 31 counties numbered 12,361, in-
volved an area equal to 19.8 percent of the farm land and 
represented liquidation amounting to $128,000,000. The area 
percentage, 19.8, obviously includes a small duplication rep-
resented by instances where a second and later a first mort-
gage were foreclosed on the same land, or where after the 
land was foreclosed it was later sold and the mortgage arising 
out of this sale foreclosed. This duplication, howeve r, prob-
ably does not affect more than 1 farm out of 10, an estimate 
that would reduce 19.8 to a net of about 18 percent. 
Foreclosures in southern Iowa, although closely paralleling 
the fluctuations in the state as a whole, covered a slightly 
larger percentage of land in every year except one from 1920 
through 1933 (table 2 ). In 1934, on the other hand, the 
situation was reversed, with the state having almost twice as 
large a percentage of land in foreclosure as the southern area. 
For the 22 years southern Iowa had slightly greater propor-
tions of land sold by the sheriff, the difference being 1.5 per-
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Fig. 3. Price index of Iowa farm products and debt p er acre of land mortgaged 
in Iowa, 1890-1934. The low level of prices compared to mortgage debt in the years 
following 1920 explains, for the most part. the foreclosure history of these years .. .. 
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TABLE 2. PERCENTAGE OF LAND FORECLOSED IN SOUTHERN IOWA AND 
THE STATE AS A WHOLE, 1915-36.* 
Year I Percent of land foreclosed 
Southern Iowa I State 
1915 .1 .1 
1916 .1 .1 
1917 .1 .1 
1918 .1 .1 
1919 .1 .1 
1920 .1 .1 
1921 .5 .4 
1922 1.0 .8 
1923 1.0 .8 
1924 1.2 1.0 
1925 1.2 1.0 
1926 1.0 .9 
Year 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
Total 
I Percent of land foreclosed 
Southern Iowa I State 
.9 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.8 
3.0 
1.8 
1.0 
.9 
.8 
19.8 
1.0 
.9 
.7 
.6 
1.6 
2.9 
1.7 
1.9 
1.0 
.6 
18.4 
'For data on the 16 counties making up the state average see Murray, William G. 
and Brown, Willard 0., Farm Land and Debt Situation in Iowa, 1935. Iowa Agr. Exp. 
Sta., BuI. 328, esp. tables 5 and 6 in App. April, 1935. 
cent. In addition, it is significant that foreclosures occurred 
somewhat sooner in southern Iowa than in other parts of the 
state. 
F.ORECLOSURES BY LENDERS 
Private individuals and insurance companies, followed at 
some distance by banks, ranked in the order named as lenders 
on foreclosed mortgages. (See fig . 4 and table 3). The re-
maining foreclosed mortgages were held by joint stock land 
banks, the Federal Land Bank of Omaha and miscellaneous 
agencies, this group accounting- for only slightly more than 
those held by banks. A record of the number, acreage and 
judgments according to lenders by years is presented in tables 
VII, VIII and IX in the Appendix. 
A striking contrast is furnished by the foreclosure trends 
of individuals and insurance companies. Although each of 
these lending groups foreclosed on about the same acreage, 
individu ah 7 percent and insurance companies 6 percent of 
the 31-countv area. the time at which their foreclosures oc-
curred wa~ ~ltogether different. Individuals, as indicated in 
table 3. had the majority of foreclosures in the early years, 
over 50 p ercent of the cases in every year through ' 1925, while 
insurance companies, with relatively few foreclosures in these 
early years, increased their percentage until it went above 
50 in 1933 and 1934. According to table 3, banks and miscel-
laneous lenders had a dedining trend similar to individuals 
whereas the Federal Land Bank, and to a lesser extent the 
joint stock land banks, had a rising trend approximating that 
of the insurance companies. 
I-
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IOWA STATE COLLEGE 
Fig. 4. Percentage distribution of acreage foreclosed by types of mortgage 
holders, 1915-36. 
According to these trends, a clear-cut separation can be 
made between individuals and banks on the one hand and 
insurance companies, the Federal Land Bank and joint stock 
land banks on the other. This last group can be labeled the 
"exclusive first mortgage lenders" because these agencies, by 
law, have been restricted in their farm mortgage loans to 
first liens. The other group, chiefly individuals and banks, 
have held second and even third mortgages as well as first 
mortgages. Banks, for example, have obtained junior mort-
gages by the conversion of unsecured short term loans into 
mortgages on land previously mortgaged. Individuals, since 
they are bound by few legal restrictions, make all types of 
farm loans. 
When the two groups of lenders are compared the differ-
ence in trends is unmistakable. The individual-bank group 
is responsible for almost all the foreclosures in the prosperity 
period and in the first half of the junior mortgage depression, 
(table 4). After this, however, it drops off rapidly until in 
the moratorium period it registers only 30 percent of the 
cases. 'Vith the exclusive first mortgage group the trend is 
obviously exactly the reverse, practically no foreclosures in 
the early years and a larger proportion in recent years. The 
transition took place during the 1921-30 period; in the first 
half of this interval only 10 percent of the foreclosures were 
instituted by the first mortgage group, while in the second 
half 38 percent were started by these lenders. 
The chief reason for these trends is the type of loans made 
and the time at which they were made. During the prosperity 
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TABLE 3. PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF ACREAGE FORECLOSED BY 
TYPES OF MORTGAGE HOLDERS, 1915-36. 
Period 
and 
year 
. I Penod I 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
Period II 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
Period III 
1931 \ 1932 
1933 
Period IV 
1934 
I 1935 1936 
Totals I 
TABLE 4. 
r,,~i"v~~ la;~s;;,,_1 Banks I ~~~ I FL~~dl I ~~i I Others I Total 
uals panles panles Bank banks 
68.8 .... 21.4 5.0 . ... . ... 4.8 100.0 
81.0 2.6 10.7 4.3 .... . ... 1.4 100.0 
79.6 2.4 15.6 1.6 .... . ... .8 100.0 
79.3 .... 17.5 1.8 .... . ... 1.4 100.0 
55.0 .... 31.7 13.1 .... . ... .2 100.0 
84.1 3.8 10.6 .... .... . ... 1.5 100.0 
71.1 4.0 17.5 3.8 .... .7 2.9 100.0 
70.7 5.8 17.2 3.4 
-'0' 1.2 1.7 100.0 
63.2 4.9 23.6 4.4 .... 1.1 2.8 100.0 
60.4 10.5 20.2 4.5 .5 2.9 1.0 100.0 
53.4 16.8 22.8 4.2 .... 1.3 1.5 100.0 
42.5 23.9 21.2 7.1 .3 2.2 2.8 100.0 
41.2 27.8 21.3 3.6 .8 3.6 1.7 100.0 
37.4 29.2 18.1 2.3 1.5 9.5 2.0 100.0 
29.5 26.0 19.2 .9 1.0 15.0 8.4 100.0 
30.2 40.2 16.0 1.3 1.1 8.5 2.7 100.0 
25.3 38.8 15.1 1.3 3.5 14.2 1.8 100.0 
22.6 43.0 10.0 .5 10.6 11.9 1.4 100.0 
16.1 51.5 12.0 .4 8.5 10.0 1.5 100.0 
17.6 55.5 7.7 .1 5.7 10.6 2.8 100.0 
16.6 38.3 10.6 .5 13.5 17.7 2.8 100.0 
18.4 39.3 10.2 .3 16.8 10.7 4.3 100.0 
36.3 30.7 15.7 2.2 4.6 8.2 2.3 I 100.0 
PERCENTAGE OF ACREAGE FORECLOSED BY FIRST MORTGAGE 
LENDERS ONLY AND BY OTHER LENDERS, 1915-36.' 
I Percentage of I Percentage of I Percentage of I Percentage of 
Year first mortgage other Year first mortgage other 
lenders lenders lenders lenders 
1915 0 
1916 3 
1917 2 
1918 0 
1919 0 
1920 4 
Av. 
1921 5 
1922 7 
1923 6 
1924 14 
1925 18 
Av. 10 
100 1926 26 
97 1927 32 
98 1928 40 
100 1929 42 
100 1930 50 
96 Av. 
99 
1931 56 
95 1932 65 
93 1933 70 
94 Av. 
86 
82 1934 72 
90 1935 70 
1936 67 
Av. 
Average for 22 years: 
First mortgage lenders-44 percent 
Other lenders -56 percent 
74 
68 
60 
58 
50 
38 62 
44 
35 
30 
64 36 
28 
30 
83 
70 80 
.First mortgage lenders include insurance companies, the Federal Land Bank of 
Omaha and joint stock land banks. Other lenders are made up principally of indi-
viduals and banks. 
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years, 1915-20, many of the land purchases were financed by 
former land owners, private investors and banks. If an in-
surance company made a first mortgage loan in a transaction 
of this kind, a private investor may have made a second mort-
gage loan, or the seller may have taken back the second mort-
gage to cover the amount of the sale not met by the insurance 
company loan and the cash down-payment of the buyer. In 
other cases private investors and former owners made first 
mortgage loans for larger amounts than the exclusive first 
mortgage lenders would advance. These first mortgage lend-
ers were conservative not only because of their obligations to 
policyholders and bondhoiders from whom they obtained their 
loanable funds but also because they operated under laws 
which limited their loans, generally, to one-half the value 
of the land. As a natural consequence, individuals and banks 
with second mortgages and heavy first mortgages were the 
lenders which felt the depression first. 
Another rcason for these trends is the concentration of loan 
activity by the first mortgage lenders in the period 1921-25. 
For one thing, the Federal Land Bank and the joint stock 
land banks had only a f ew loans that could be foreclosed 
before 1922, because" they were not created as lending institu-
tions until 1916, were not l ending until 1917 and were in-
active for 10 months in 1920 and 1921 because of a legal test 
of their constitutionality. Moreover, the loans they did make 
after 1921 were made under less prosperous conditions than 
those in the years 1918-20, with proportionately less chance 
of being foreclosed up to 1930. Insurance companies, also, 
were not as active before 1920 as they were afterwards. Al-
though reports for the legal reserve life insurance companies 
showed that these companies had 334 million dollars in farm 
mortgage loans in Iowa at the close of 1921 , these same com-
panies held at the close of 1925 a much larger total, 488 mil-
lion dollars.6 
LOCATION OF FORECLOSURES BY LENDERS 
A distribution of foreclosures throughout the 31 counties 
according to mortgage agencies reveal s a decided variation 
between agencies, (figs. 5, 6 and 7). Individuals for example 
are well represented in all counties, while insurance com-
panies and banks have a decided tendency to concentrate in 
certain counties and groups of counties. The insurance com-
pany concentration follows closely the areas of heaviest fore-
closure in the central and west central p arts of the district. 
6Source: Schedule B. Insurance company annual reports filed with Iowa In surance 
Department. Des Moines, Iowa. Taken from unpublished master's thesis by Wagen-
breth. W. H .• "Farm Mortgage Indebtedness in Iowa. 1921-1930." Library. Iowa 
State College. Ames. Iowa. 
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Fig. 5. Number of farm mortgage foreclosures by individuals. 1915-36. 
Fig. 6. Number of farm mortgage foreclosures by insurance companies. 1915- 36. 
DEPOSIT 
BANK.S 
FEOEJ2...\L LAND 
!>AN" 
JOINT 5TOC~--~~ci~~~~~~~~~~~~-b~~~~-+'~~ 
LAND BANk:..5 
Fig. 7. Number of farm mortgage foreclosures by deposit banks. the Federal 
Land Bank and joint stock land banks. 1915-36. 
In the eastern district where foreclosures by individual lend-
ers are numerous, those by insurance companies are notice-
ably infrequent. As for the banks, their concentration, al-
though located in the center and eastern districts, is quite 
spotted. Additional information on the location of fore-
closures by lenders is contained in tables IV, V and VI in 
the Appendix. 
The reason for the variation in foreclosures by lenders is to 
be found in the competitive situation existing at the time the 
farm mortgage loans were made .. In some districts, for in-
stance, insurance companies have been · active; in other dis-
tricts they have been inactive or have not been able to re-
place individual or bank lenders. In general, the better the 
territory the more competition for loans by all agencies. 
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FORECLOSURES BY DISTRICTS 
Foreclosures have been far more frequent in some areas 
than in others. The low county in acreage foreclosed regis-
tered 11.3 percent for the 22-year period, while the high 
county totaled 38.1 percent, over three times as much. The 
variation by counties may be seen in fig. 8. 
LEGEND 
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS CHART A-3e013 IOWA STATE COLLEGE 
Fig. 8. Acreage sold in foreclosure as percent of all farm land. 1915-36. No 
allowance or deduction has been made for acres figuring in more than one fore-
closure sale. 
A decided concentration is evident in the south central 
part, the three counties with over 30 percent being grouped in 
this area. From this center the percentage drops off in the 
counties to the west, north and east. And, with few excep-
tions, the farther one goes to the west or the east, the lower 
the percentage of foreclosed land. Of the six low counties, 
with percentage below 14, two are on the west boundary, 
two on the east boundary and the remaining two only one 
county removed from the eastern boundary. 
In seeking an explanation for the variations among the 31 
counties many factors have to be considered. First, the varia-
tions may be a representation of the distribution of mortgaged 
land; that is, more loans mean more foreclosures and vice 
versa. A second reason may be that in the low foreclosure 
areas, lenders, instead of resorting to foreclosure, took deeds 
to the land from the borrowers. Third, the prices of the prin-
cipal crops and livestock produced in the areas of numerous 
foreclosures may have been lower than the prices of products 
raised in the other areas. Fourth, drouths, excessive moisture, 
erosion, chinch bug damage and similar calamities may have 
struck more severely in the areas of frequent foreclosures. 
Fifth and finally, appraisers for lending agencies may have 
over-valued the land in the heavy foreclosure districts. Addi-
tional reasons could be found no doubt, but the five just men-
tioned appear to be the most likely. How much weight to 
give each of these reasons will now be discussed. 
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MORE FORECLOSURES FROM MORE MORTGAGES 
Our first task is to determine how important the proportion 
of mortgaged land in an area is as a reason for the amount 
of land foreclosed. We shall assume, for the sake of argu-
ment, an exact correspondence between the two. If this were 
true, the county with 11.3 percent of the land foreclosed 
would have had less than one-third as much land mortgaged 
as the county with 38.1 percent foreclosed. 
A test of this hypothesis is furnished by the federal census 
figures on the percentage of owner-operators whose farms 
are mortgaged. These figures, representing roughly 50 per-
cent of the farmers in the southern third of the state, con-
stitute the best check available. We shall assume that, al-
though on the average less tenant-operated land is mortgaged 
than is true of owner-operated, the percentages vary from 
county to county in the same manner. For example, a county 
with a low percentage of owner-operated land mortgaged will 
be assumed to have a low percentage of tenant-operated land 
mortgaged. According to table 5 the relationship between 
acreage mortgaged and acreage foreclosed is only slight. In 
the five high counties, with 26 percent or more foreclosed 
land, the number of mortgaged farms is from 7 to 11 percent 
more than in the low group of nine counties with less than 
16 percent of the land foreclosed. But this is the extreme. 
In the second group, with 16 to 20.9 percent of the acreage 
foreclosed, the percentage of land mortgaged is actually 
higher, both in 1920 and in 1930, than in the next group 
above with over 21 percent foreclosed. Consequently, the 
h ypothesis that more loans mean more foreclosures cannot be 
accepted as a complete answer to our problem. What can be 
accepted is the statement that a small part of the variation 
in foreclosure acreage is probably a direct result of a similar 
variation in the percentage of land previously mortgaged. 
TABLE 5. ACREAGE FORECLOSED COMPARED WITH FACTORS ASSOCIATED 
WITH FORECLOSURE 
Corporate Percent-Percentage Value of age Percentage of Number of owner-OPe land. Jan. land and change Soil farm land of farms mtgd. 1937. as buildings in tenant produc-foreclosed counties percent- acreage tivity 1915-36 age of indext 
1920' 1 1930' all land 1920' 11930' 1920','35' 
11-15.9 9 
I 
49 
I 
53 
I 
7.6 $230 $128 7.5 3.2 
16-20.9 10 56 58 12.0 200 108 10.9 4.1 
21-25.9 7 53 56 14.2 167 87 12.9 4.7 
26 and over 5 60 60 23.5 163 80 19.8 4.9 
Total or avo I I I 19.8 31 54 56 13.1 195 104 11.8 4.1 
·Federal census. 
t Based on data in Soils of Iowa. Special Report No.3. Iowa Ag. Exp. Sta. 1936. 
In the 16-20.9 percentage group of counties, 5 of the 10 counties have not been 
suxveyed, consequently they are not included. 
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DEEDING OF LAND VS. FORECLOSURE 
We come next to the possibility that the cause of fore-
closure variation may- be explained by the deeding of land to 
mortgage holders to avert foreclosures. In this instance, we 
may assume at the beginning that a small number of fore-
closures in one area is supplemented by a large number of 
deeds in place of foreclosure; and conversely, that a largc 
number of foreclosures in another area is supplemented by 
few if any deeds given in lieu of foreclosure. 
If deeds to avoid foreclosure are an important cause of 
the variation, this would probably be rcvealed by the land 
holdings of lending agencies . Fortunately, almost complete 
inventories of these land holdings are at hand. The only ex-
ception is the individual lender for whom little information is 
available. Since corporate lenders as well as individuals take 
deeds in lieu of foreclosure, corporate land holdings should 
give us convincing evidence eith er in one direction 01' the 
other. The evidence, as presented in table 5, is negative. In 
other words, deeds to avert foreclosure do not explain the 
variation. Not only did corporate agencies have a small per-
centage of the land in the low foreclosure counties but their 
percentage increased in almost direct proportion as the fore-
closed acreage increased. This indicates that the land taken 
over by lending agencies directly by deed did not vary in-
versely with foreclosures. If anything, the figures in table 5 
suggest that deeds were taken in line with foreclosures, more 
deeds being taken in counties with a large number of fore-
closures. It will also be noticed in table 5 that corporate land 
in 1937 averages less than the foreclosure acreage, 13.1 per-
cent as contrasted with 19.8 percent. The difference can b e 
accounted for by individual lender foreclosures and by land 
taken over by corporations through default and later sold. 
DIFFERENCES IN FARM PRODUCT PRICES 
A third reason for the foreclosure variation might be the 
result of differences in the profitableness of farming. For 
example, the price of butterfat, on an index basis, did not 
drop as low after 1920 as the price of corn. Consequently, 
areas where butterfat was produced in large quantities fared 
better than areas where corn was so ld . But this explanation 
does not account for the foreclosures in the southern third of 
the state. In southwestern Iowa, a district with relativelv 
few foreclosures, a large amount of corn is sold compared 
with the other districts in the southern third of the state. Yet 
corn has not averaged as high in price, on a 1910-14 basis, as 
other crops and livestock produced in the 31 counties. In 
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the south central part of the state, where foreclosures have 
been frequent, cattle are an important source of income. But 
prices for cattle since 1925 have held up better than corn, 
oats or hogs. Hogs, priced relatively low since 1920, are 
common to all of the area under discussion; hence, hog prices 
will not help in explaining foreclosure variation. It appears 
from what has been said that little if any weight can be 
given to the price factor. 
CROP YIELD VARIATIONS 
A fourth possibility that may account for foreclosure varia-
tions is a decline in crop yields. This decline might be gen-
eral throughout a group of counties or strike individual farms 
scattered over a wide area. Such a drop in yield might come 
about as a result of drouth, erosion or from pests such as 
chinch bugs and grasshoppers. One of these afflictions in a 
year of good prices would probably not have much effect on 
the foreclosure rate, but when several occur together, or in a 
series of years one after the other, especially during a low 
price period, a natural result is a big increase in foreclosures. 
As an index of yield variations throughout a group of 
counties corn was selected because it is the high profit crop 
of the area. Fortunately, a long series of corn yield figures 
by counties is at h and (table 6). As a moment's study will 
indicate, the average of the son th central district has suffered 
a small decline in comparison with the averages of the dis-
tricts both to the east and to the west as well as with the 
average of the state. In this south central district a yield of 
only 26 bushels in 1930 and of only 2 bushels per acre in 
1934 account for the low average for the most recent period. 
These low yields can be cited as at least a contributing factor 
to the heavv foreclosures in recent years in this south central 
district. B'ut the yield differences' by counties, particularly 
before 1930, do not explain adequately the foreclosure varia-
tions. 
TABLE 6. AVERAGE YIELDS OF CORN IN SOUTHERN IOWA, 1890-1934,' 
AND PERCENTAGE OF LAND FORECLOSED, 1915- 36. 
Corn yields in bushels by districts 
Years I Southwest South central Southeast State 
1890-99 31.6 30.6 
·1 
33.1 31.9 
1900-09 33.5 32.0 33.9 34.5 
1910-19 32.9 31.9 37.1 37.4 
1920-29 39.4 36.3 38.9 40.1 
1930-34 31.4 26.2 31.4 34.9 
Percentage acreage foreclosed 
1915-36 16.2 25.2 I 18.0 18.4 
'From Iowa Yearbook of Agriculture, 1934, p. 455-463. 
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In contrast to the comparisons by groups of counties, com-
parisons by erosion groupings were made of individual farms 
sold at foreclosure. ·Soil erosion, as a cause of yield decline, 
has particular significance in years of depression when farm-
ers, in order to meet their mortgage interest payments, are 
obliged to put as much land as possible into high profit cash 
crops like corn. Such a policy may appear short-sighted but 
the owner with heavy interest payments to meet can find no 
alternative-to him it is either cash crops or loss of his farm. 
Varying degrees of erosion are present in the 31 counties; 
a map presenting the variations is shown in fig. 9. Although 
most of the area has been affected, some areas have experi-
enced much more soil loss from erosion than others. 
In the more seriously eroded areas, foreclosures have been 
more numerous than elsewhere. This was determined by 
identifying the land involved in each foreclosure with the 
degree of erosion as indicated by the erosion map prepared 
by the Soil Conservation Service. The eight erosion grades 
shown on this map were grouped into three, representing 
slight, moderate and severe erosion. The group labeled 
"slight" also includes land where no erosion has occurred. 
Then the acreage foreclosed was classified according to the 
group in which it fell, and the results were totaled. When 
these results were compared with all the land in the three ero-
sion groups, the following figures were obtained. In the 31 
counties, 14.5 percent of the area in the slight erosion group 
was foreclosed in the 22-year period, 18.8 percent of the area 
in the moderate group and 23.6 percent of the severely eroded 
land. Thus it appears that in this area foreclosures are as-
sociated directly with erosion. For individual counties, how-
ever, the relationship was by no means as clear; within 5 out 
of the 31 counties, foreclosures were more numerous on the 
least eroded land. In other words, the smaller the area taken 
as a sample the less likely is it generally true that foreclosures 
vary directly with erosion. 
A comparison of foreclosure frequency with soil produc-
tivity indicates a high mortality on the less productive soils. 
According to table 5, the average soil rating for individual 
counties, on the basis of 1 for the best soil and 10 for the 
poorest, goes from 3.2 for the counties with least foreclosures 
to 4.9 for the group of counties with the largest percentage of 
land foreclosed. In figuring soil productivity, the rating for 
each soil occurring within a county was weighted by the area 
of that soil in the county. The data on ratings and soil areas 
by counties were taken from Soils of Iowa, a special report 
issued by the Iowa Agricultural Experiment Station in 1936. 
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Fig. 9. Location and extent of land in the various classes of soil erosion In 
Iowa. Soil Erosion in Iowa. Special Report No.2. Iowa Agr. Exp. Sta. 1936. 
OVER-VALUATION OF BELOW-AVERAGE LAND 
We come now to the fifth and final factor suggested as a 
cause of foreclosure variations-over-appraisal of low value 
land. The argument runs like this. A common mistake in 
appraising a group of farms is that of adhering too closely 
to the average, with the result that the top grade farms are 
underestimated and the poor grade farms are overestimated. 
No doubt the reason for this tendency is the difficulty experi-
enced by appraisers in telling how much better than the aver-
age an excellent farm actually is, especially the difficulty in 
proving to the officials of the lending agency that the farm 
is as much better than the average as it appears to be. 
Conversely, it is easier to establish a farm slightly below 
the average than to place it, giving adequate reasons, as low 
as it probably should go. When appraisals are made too close 
to the average, the loans that follow are likely to include 
this same t endency, thus putting the mistake in terms of dol-
lars and cents. As a result, the low value land is likely to 
have heavier loans in relation to earnings than the high value 
land. Then when hard times occur the owners of low value 
land will be the first to feel the depression and will have more 
difficulty in holding their farms. The consequence is, nat-
urally, more foreclosures in the low value areas. 
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In the 81 counties, districts with low land value were, by 
and large, the districts with most foreclosures. In table 5, 
in which county values of land and buildings are compared 
with foreclosures, an unmistakable tendency in this direction 
is evident. 
Similar results are obtained when the comparisons are 
made, not by counties but by townships. This is presented in 
table 7. In this instance, in contrast to the counties, only the 
value of the land is used, buildings being excluded. This 
change, however, does not alter the conclusion, just as with 
the county comparisons, that numerous foreclosures are asso-
ciated with bclow-average security. In table 7 additional evi-
dence is provided by a comparison of first mortgage judgment 
per acre and land value. Here again the conclusion coincides 
with the argument previousl? made that there is a tendency 
to appraise and to make loans too close to the average value. 
TABLE 7. NUMBER OF TOWNsmps. LAND VALUES AND JUDGMENT PER 
ACRE OF FIRST MORTGAGES. CLASSIFIED BY PERCENTAGE 
Percentage of 
land foreclosed 
0- 9.9 
10-19.9 
20-29.9 
30-39.9 
40 plus 
Total or avo 
19.8 
OF LAND FORECLOSED. 1915-36. 
Number of 
townships 
72 
190 
121 
54 
24 
461 
Average-value per 
acre of land alonet 
$103 
83 
74 
58 
48 
1 
Judgment per acre as 
percentage of land value 
(first mortgage cases) 
91 
99 
101 
122 
134 
*First mortgages included aTe those held by first mortgage lenders. insurance com-
panies, Federal Land Bank and joint stock land banks. 
t1930. Federal census. 
EFFECT ON TENANCY 
A natural yet tragic result of foreclosures is an increase 
in tenancy. And the large number of foreclosures in certain 
southern Iowa counties is no exception. A record of the 
heavy toll in owner-operators is provided by table 5 in tIlE' 
figures showing the change in tenant acreage from 1920 to 
1985. As would be expected, the counties with the most fore-
closures had the greatest increase in tenancy. Whereas, the 
average increase for the 81 counties was about 12 percent, in 
the high counties the percentage of land operated by tenants 
rose almost 20 percent. 
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APPENDIX TABLES 
TABLE I. NUMBER OF FARM MORTGAGE FORECLOSURES IN 
31 COUNTIES, 1915- 36. 
Year I Adair I Adams I !~~:; I Cass I Clarke I Davis I Decatur I M~i;'es 
1915 2 4 I 1 7 I 2 8 2 
1916 3 3 5 1 6 3 3 1 
1917 5 1 1 7 11 2 
1918 1 .. _- 3 1 3 4 3 1 
1919 1 .... .... 1 4 5 .... 
1920 .... 4 1 .... 2 7 . ... 
1921 5 3 12 7 10 4 30 .... 
1922 31 13 28 30 31 
I 
13 32 .... 
1923 31 18 19 27 32 20 50 1 
1924 30 19 37 34 14 14 47 3 
1925 25 11 39 16 23 24 56 10 
1926 34 10 34 19 24 37 57 9 
1927 12 11 27 16 21 26 44 2 
1928 22 11 28 10 21 38 47 12 
1929 18 10 34 7 23 20 41 11 
1930 21 14 28 10 24 22 21 14 
1931 33 24 48 19 116 42 83 10 
1932 116 37 50 50 89 59 91 29 
1933 52 37 28 47 47 30 35 24 
1934 36 17 17 36 16 20 17 4 
1935 I 23 17 15 30 13 35 15 12 
1936 I 35 6 15 37 11 16 14 7 I 
Total I 531 261 480 400 533 442 717 154 
TABLE I (Continued) 
Year I Fremont I H enry I Jefferson I Keokuk I Lee I Louisa I Lucas I Madison 
1915 4 .... 2 7 ... - 2 1 6 
1916 9 1 2 3 .. -. 5 .... 4 
1917 2 1 .... 2 3 5 1 1 
1918 2 .-.- 2 3 1 3 1 1 
1919 1 .... 1 6 1 4 . .. - 1 
1920 2 .... 1 1 I 1 4 . ... 1 1921 7 8 4 2 7 2 12 8 
1922 13 7 8 18 I 8 12 11 20 1923 15 22 15 23 8 31 13 22 
1924 7 19 6 23 I 6 35 15 29 1925 21 17 29 38 9 29 15 21 
1926 19 15 10 33 I 7 17 11 25 
1927 41 12 10 23 I 7 30 9 21 1928 22 14 25 32 14 34 16 19 1929 6 10 15 20 21 21 20 18 
1930 9 13 18 17 
I 
15 19 22 28 
1931 13 I 21 29 23 18 27 32 40 
1932 57 I 34 32 45 22 32 37 73 
1933 33 11 19 51 14 16 19 58 
1934 21 1 10 20 I 11 19 25 37 1935 9 11 23 23 20 17 18 39 
1936 18 5 13 23 I 9 13 20 51 I I I 
Total I 331 222 274 436 202 377 298 523 
268 
TABLE I (Continued) 
Year I Mahaska I Marion I I Monroe I Mont- I gomery Mills 
1915 4. 1 3 4 1 
1916 4 .... 2 13 .... 
1917 2 .... 2 3 . ... 
1918 4 .... 1 5 .... 
1919 3 2 2 3 .... 
1920 2 .... 5 .... .... 
1921 11 3 
I 
6 7 6 
1922 30 7 10 7 
I 
15 
1923 20 20 4 8 7 
1924 25 27 10 25 14 I 1925 29 27 10 14 I 6 1926 23 17 10 12 9 I 1927 24 17 18 15 
I 
8 
I 
1928 20 14 8 18 7 
1929 21 21 6 19 4 
1930 16 16 8 16 6 
1931 37 27 12 27 26 
1932 62 61 44 33 63 
1933 47 38 30 24 46 
1934 41 26 17 14 14 
1935 29 34 8 16 15 
1936 19 32 10 12 14 
Total I 473 390 226 295 261 
TABLE I (Continued) 
Page I Potta-. I Ringgold 
wattarrue 
.... 3 6 
.... 5 . ... 
. ... 2 8 
.... .._- 3 
.... 1 1 
. ... 3 4 
3 6 18 
14 18 30 
18 9 27 
22 24 21 
19 29 34 
18 11 I 20 
27 17 
I 
24 
25 13 23 
15 11 26 
20 13 38 
29 14 54 
67 86 121 
50 62 55 
18 46 28 
7 32 41 
19 26 26 
371 431 608 
Year I Taylor I Union I B;'~~ I WapelJo I Warren I ~~~ I Wayne I Grand Total 
1915 .... 2 5 7 1 6 4 95 
1916 .... . ... 3 5 1 . ... 1 83 
1917 1 1 7 8 4 .... 5 85 
1918 .... 4 4 2 1 1 1 55 
1919 .... 2 2 1 1 .... . ... 43 
1920 2 2 3 5 .... .... 1 51 
1921 7 16 9 9 10 3 23 258 
1922 23 27 17 15 23 13 63 587 
1923 16 24 21 28 28 21 35 633 
1924 28 27 19 17 26 44 57 724 
1925 17 23 20 28 22 28 57 746 
1926 12 30 21 27 18 6 41 636 
1927 15 22 27 21 9 8 43 607 
1928 20 13 28 13 18 14 58 657 
1929 18 28 50 15 25 15 52 621 
1930 30 9 35 17 26 5 73 623 
1931 61 24 42 13 35 6 48 1.033 
1932 74 57 49 34 61 51 92 1.808 
1933 51 23 35 23 32 26 34 1.097 
1934 13 21 14 33 44 19 32 687 
1935 18 23 21 26 29 12 19 650 
1936 16 33 12 27 23 8 12 582 
Total I 422 411 444 374 437 286 751 112.361 
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TABLE II. ACREAGE FORECLOSED IN 31 
1915-36. 
Year I Adair I Adams I !::; I Cass I 
1915 320 ...... 1,017 74 
1916 340 400 565 40 
1917 . - ... ...... 512 92 
1918 160 ...... 316 92 
1919 80 ...... .. -.-- ...... 
1920 ...... . -._.- 804 180 
1921 804 440 2,386 1.137 
1922 5,270 1,746 5,140 5,067 
1923 4,769 2,352 2,777 3,681 
1924 4,116 2,835 6,001 5,196 
1925 3,798 1,828 3,854 1,940 
1926 4,780 1.442 4,341 . 3,070 
1927 1,626 1,768 3,160 2,237 
1928 3,736 2,423 5,213 1,571 
1929 2,482 1,799 4,931 930 
1930 3,060 1,985 3,571 1,527 
1931 5,138 4,166 8,960 3,240 
1932 18,411 5,885 7,855 8,669 
1933 7,345 5,931 4,792 7,880 
1934 4,153 2,819 2,749 5,681 
1935 4,595 3,030 2,670 3,606 
1936 5,060 888 1,758 4,459 
SOUTHERN row A COUNTIES, 
Clarke I Davis I Decatur I MD!,S Olne9 
1,120 245 1,375 183 
974 984 207 135 
10 1,995 1,564 140 
520 693 460 120 
120 400 816 . ..... 
. ..... 320 1,272 .... . . 
1,800 565 6,086 ._ ... 
5,208 2,387 5,227 ...... 
4,752 2,951 7,668 31u 
2,971 2,239 8,699 701 
3,612 3,376 12,987 1,104 
4,039 4,971 9,471 1,752 
2,910 3,119 7,764 1,304 
3,775 4,587 7,824 2,807 
4,327 2,663 6,672 1,406 
3,977 3,292 3,574 2,907 
20,876 6,432 13,082 1,168 
15,934 12,263 15,553 5,107 
6,396 5,677 5,231 5,205 
2,473 2,861 2,357 854 
1,572 4,387 2,240 1,707 
1,228 2,151 1,329 1,424 
Total I 80,043 I 41,737 I 73,372 I 60,369 , 88,594 68,558 '121.458 28,334 
Percent of' I I I I I farm land" 22.3 16.2 24.3 17.1 34.1 22.4 38.1 11.8 
TABLE1 II (Continued) 
Year Fre- I Henry I Jeffer- I Keokuk I Lee I Louisa I Lucas I Madison mont son 
1915 649 ...... 385 491 ....... 280 120 790 
1916 1,374 41 170 210 ...... 848 . ..... 269 
1917 143 60 ...... 690 295 440 40 134 
1918 81 ...... 445 324 76 429 80 80 
1919 143 ...... 102 990 90 354 . ••• u 480 
1920 320 ...... 95 40 160 390 ._ ... 73 
1921 823 2,256 647 247 820 500 2,104 1,277 
1922 1,637 718 1,231 3,149 I 2,335 1,731 2,191 3,924 1923 2,783 2,713 2,252 3,386 2,144 5,285 1,997 3,543 1924 1,189 3,129 790 2,725 1,605 6,784 2,533 3,893 
1925 3,787 4,068 3,346 5,471 1,301 4,809 1,743 2,508 
1926 3,067 2,819 1,827 3,870 1,315 2,367 1,640 3,424 
1927 6,514 .l,637 1,417 2,438 633 4,700 1,142 3,179 
1928 2,944 1,926 2,999 3,838 2,111 4,569 2,793 2,487 
1929 · 720 1,621 1,986 2,391 4,810 4,036 2,694 2,220 
1930 560 2,843 3,079 1,883 2,102 2,762 3,636 4,353 
1931 1,743 3,252 4,220 3,468 I 3,343 4,386 4,819 6,500 1932 9,041 4,666 4,757 6,513 3,166 5,977 6,587 10,389 1933 5,081 1,482 4,653 7,040 2,028 2,639 2,974 8,744 
1934 2,746 160 1,166 2,572 I 1,373 3,730 4,791 3,899 1935 1,732 1,582 3,262 2,714 2,854 2,944 1,971 5,040 
1936 2,781 532 1,483 3,411 I 2,142 1,959 2,776 6,597 
Total '49,858' 35,505 40,312 57,861 34,703 61,919 46,631 73,803 
Percent of I I I 
farm land" 16.4 13.5 15. ~ 16.4 12.1 27.1 18.3 21.3 
' Based on 1930 federal census. 
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TABLE II (Continued) 
Year I Mahaska I Marion I Mills I Mon roe I g~~~~y I 
1915 60 10 540 248 240 
1916 346 ...... 139 1,720 ... -.. 
1917 387 ...... 107 377 ...... 
1918 125 ...... 40 631 ...... 
1919 335 50 245 1,197 ...... 
1920 262 ...... 458 ...... ...... 
1921 1,334 824 425 1,033 959 
1922 3,329 968 1,263 1,805 1,690 
1923 2,690 2,362 292 1,129 
I 
1,138 
1924 3.333 4,140 981 2,963 2,775 
1925 I 4.304 4,117 1.857 2,945 914 1926 3.487 3.470 2.265 1,624 1,091 
1927 3,017 2,388 2,596 2,182 1,710 
1928 3.196 1.894 1,216 2,693 954 
1929 2,806 3.937 1,106 2,458 680 
1930 1,366 2,879 658 2,349 1,156 
1931 6.193 5,099 1,696 4,586 3,579 
1932 8.575 7,942 6,875 5,092 10,216 
1933 6,266 6,291 5,275 2,751 7.145 
1934 6,831 4,064 2,019 1,967 1,689 
1935 3.901 3,792 875 2,298 2.238 
1936 2.205 4.032 1,375 2,353 2.162 
Page I Potta-. I Ring. 
wattamle gold 
...... 548 340 
...... 494 . ..... 
...... 125 1,298 
-_ .... . ....• 230 
...... 80 80 
. ..... 391 300 
271 551 3,564 
2,380 3,281 4,597 
1,981 1,320 4,927 
3,080 3,279 4,078 
2,072 4,753 5,064 
2,082 1,659 3,485 
4,432 3,057 3,189 
3,594 2,134 4,269 
2,172 1,437 4,619 
2,304 1,580 6,245 
4,303 1,809 7,710 
9,087 13.281 18,435 
6,436 10,030 8,737 
1,952 7.061 3,070 
813 5,473 5,619 
2,542 3,389 3,244 
Total 1 64,348 58,259 32,303 1 44,401 40,336 1 49,501 65,732 93.100 
Percent Of, 
farm land" 18.6 17.1 12.3 I 17.5 15.1 I 15.0 11.3 28.2 
TABLE II (Continued) 
Year I Taylor I Union I B';.~::n I Wapello I Warren I Wash- I Wayne I Grand ington Total 
1915 ...... 200 381 I 473 40 483 520 11,132 1916 . _ ... ...... 326 1,048 38 . ..... 394 11,062 
1917 113 40 1,577 895 450 ...... 861 12.345 
1918 ...... 613 573 238 46 146 40 6.558 
1919 .. .... 390 390 75 153 ...... .....• 6,570 
1920 282 411 353 1,190 ...... 
.----. 40 7,341 
1921 1.a47 2.369 1,535 1,392 899 431 4,085 42,911 
1922 4,259 5,528 4. 241 2,507 3.814 1,690 10,016 98,329 
1923 2,275 4,132 3,180 3,971 3,110 4,225 7,052 97,147 
1924 4,535 3,423 1,866 2,332 3,360 6,070 8,448 110.069 
1925 2,079 2,771 2,849 4,484 3,447 3,897 9,544 114.629 
1926 2.154 5,246 3,181 3,348 3,110 970 6,064 97,431 
1927 2.009 5,170 4,873 4,250 1,301 1,721 7,514 94,957 
1928 2,929 2,477 4,352 1,828 2,631 2,020 8,350 100,140 
1929 2,502 4.265 9,587 3,126 3,447 2,379 7,7-05 97,914 
1930 4,365 - 1,404 4,822 2,946 4,731 727 11,546 94,189 
1931 10,406 3,460 7,824 2,098 
, 
5.270 871 6,834 166,531 
1932 12,673 8,321 7,358 4,754 8,271 10,042 14,816 286,511 
1933 9.331 3.164 4,960 3.220 4,104 4,314 5,063 170.185 
1934 1,555 3,252 2,073 5,136 6,469 2,133 4,348 98,003 
1935 2,382 3,205 2,401 3,456 3,512 1,201 2,703 
I 
89,775 
1936 1,722 4,381 1,412 4,656 2,863 950 1.631 78,900 
Total 1 66.918 1 64,222 1 70,114 1 57,423 61,071 1 44,270 1117,574 11,892,629 
Percent of I , I I farm land' 20.3 25.0 24.4 22.6 17.3 I 13.1 , 36.7 I 19.8 
"Based on 1930 federal census. 
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TABLE III . TOTAL JUDGMENT IN FARM MORTGAGE FORECLOSURES IN 
31 COUNTIES, 1915-36. 
Year 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
(000 omitted) 
I Adair I Adams I Appa-. I noose 
$ 8 $ ...... $ 16 
15 3 17 
...... ...... 23 
5 .-.... 12 
3 ...... ...... 
...... 12 
78 46 69 
280 137 317 
353 166 138 
435 200 276 
271 131 185 
320 157 249 
112 105 155 
294 218 264 
211 99 268 
275 187 207 
370 226 431 
1,355 398 349 
549 465 202 
333 208 
I 
131 
306 199 166 
I 392 67 85 
I 
Cass I Clarke I Davis I Decatur I Des Moine9 
$ 5 $ 18 $ 9 $ 41 $ 17 
6 31 66 6 5 
2 1 90 35 15 
2 23 25 13 5 
...... 4 12 21 . ..... 
5 ...... 13 35 ._ ... 
165 114 33 218 ...... 
443 285 154 270 ...... 
346 247 156 418 16 
525 155 128 467 84 
202 203 212 598 95 
186 262 304 506 144 
164 184 174 464 69 
158 203 270 472 216 
91 270 154 424 105 
135 256 161 211 235 
288 1,338 355 706 87 
703 920 420 802 410 
751 336 247 236 360 
541 147 124 120 60 
344 
I 
93 239 108 112 
422 75 106 52 87 
Total I 5,965 I 3,012 I 3,572 I 5,484 I 5,165 I 3,452 I 6,223 I 2,122 
Year 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
Fre-
mont 
$ 24 
28 
7 
1 
6 
6 
86 
116 
200 
60 
356 
181 
411 
185 
62 
41 
131 
641 
345 
164 
91 
248 
I Henry I 
$ ...... 
1 
4 
...... 
...... 
...... 
181 
81 
289 
219 
273 
201 
136 
148 
144 
257 
215 
366 
144 
18 
125 
I 33 
TABLE III (Continued) 
Jeffer-
son 
$ 11 
8 
... - .. 
12 
2 
5 
50 
113 
199 
67 
420 
110 
73 
229 
134 
207 
315 
311 
292 
66 
213 
98 
I Keokuk I Lee 
$ 19 $ ...... 
13 ...... 
60 13 
50 6 
46 2 
3 7 
41 33 
323 131 
258 157 
272 52 
489 67 
379 102 
249 49 
391 165 
166 311 
186 149 
279 173 
562 166 
574 116 
167 59 
228 209 
244 187 
I Louisa I Lucas I Madison 
$ 14 $ 3 $ 26 
41 ...... 19 
10 2 3 
27 2 . ..... 
23 ...... 9 
16 . ..... 1 
4 154 86 
145 163 249 
417 200 205 
566 227 239 
452 113 142 
184 118 246 
364 64 227 
373 206 231 
317 179 188 
177 196 345 
335 254 492 
426 358 663 
211 153 579 
254 226 256 
170 156 430 
137 119 480 
I 
Total I 3,390 I 2,835 I 2,935 I 4,999 I 2,154 I 4,663 I 2,893 I 5,116 
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TABLE III (Continued) 
Year !MahaSka! Marion! Mi1Is / Monroe ! :::'~~y / 
1915 $ 2 $ ...... $ 17 $ 6 $ 1 
1916 7 ...... 5 60 ,,_,OM 
1917 3 -- ... 5 14 ...... 
1918 7 ....... 1 15 .-... 
1919 12 2 18 20 ...... 
1920 7 ...... 21 .....• . ..... 
1921 117 43 36 48 134 
1922 293 103 77 37 131 
1923 237 170 21 55 81 
1924 359 398 84 158 172 
1925 316 355 111 151 84 
1928 281 237 223 102 106 
1927 269 132 175 126 150 
1928 208 144 55 202 72 
1929 214 285 53 121 38 
1930 104 161 29 151 51 
1931 512 329 105 259 284 
1932 675 551 515 224 793 
1933 520 353 416 116 573 
1934 458 274 160 91 126 
1935 342 217 65 126 165 
1936 133 262 136 93 201 
Page , pott....., Ring_ 
wattamle gold 
$ ...... I $ 15 $ 8 
.-... 12 . ..... 
. ..... 5 54 
• •••• M . ..... 7 
...... 4 1 
. ..... 17 8 
18 68 129 
219 320 251 
220 105 219 
214 366 225 
141 398 369 
200 127 199 
320 266 212 
310 140 289 
131 78 292 
179 112 405 
347 108 480 
695 972 1.035 
554 918 455 
115 686 174 
78 505 324 
238 255 184 
Total 1 5.076 1 4.014 1 2.328 1 2.175 1 3.162 I· 3.979 1 5.477 1 5.320 
Year 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
1931 
1932 
1933 
1934 
1935 
1936 
TABLE III (Continued) 
'
TaYlor/ Union / Van /wapello /warren! !VaSh-/ wayne! Grand Buren mgWn Total 
$ ...... $ 5 $ 31 $ 19 $ 1 $ 78 $ 16 $ 410 
_ ..... ...... 12 33 2 .. -... 11 401 
4 4 105 32 31 .-... 42 564 
...... 26 40 9 3 13 4 308 
...... 32 11 2 12 ... ... . ..... 242 
20 8 18 57 ...... . ..... 1 260 
108 138 104 103 79 66 132 2.681 
276 345 215 207 246 204 564 6.695 
135 366 315 279 241 345 469 7.023 
306 257 207 251 250 645 498 8.360 
103 218 192 452 270 408 610 8.387 
98 350 186 273 182 108 436 6.757 
132 221 418 244 67 154 453 6.339 
212 92 279 149 174 168 578 7.095 
193 343 544 150 198 187 471 6.421 
321 103 343 170 314 73 757 6.498 
672 212 486 142 414 87 400 10.832 
768 519 443 299 496 785 944 18.564 
692 217 228 240 235 354 311 11.742 
121 176 99 328 449 187 232 6.550 
164 166 112 219 227 131 136 6.166 
116 299 44 322 197 87 74 5.473 
I Per Acre 
$37 
36 
46 
47 
37 
36 
62 
68 
72 
76 
73 
69 
67 
71 
66 
69 
65 
65 
69 
67 
69 
69 
Total 1 4.441 1 4.097 1 4.432 1 3.980 1 4.088 1 4.080 1 7.139 1 127.768 1 68 
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TABLE IV. NUMBER OF FORECLOSURES BY MORTGAGE HOLDERS BY 
COUNTIES, 1915-36. 
Counties I r,,~ivi~~ I I~l~- I Banks I ~; I Fi~';.'"J"1 I ~fIi I Others I Total 
uals panies panles Bank banks 
Adair 196 206 ! 34 14 30 43 8 531 Adams 107 79 34 ...... 29 8 4 261 Appanoose 242 88 108 5 5 21 11 480 
Cass 172 147 33 2 15 25 6 400 
Clarke 175 200 53 20 22 51 12 533 
Davis 224 92 52 1 33 34 6 442 
Decatur 256 227 96 11 45 51 31 717 
Des Moines 66 7 53 ...... 1 26 1 154 
Fremont 156 99 37 15 5 12 7 331 
Henry 133 19 39 1 12 13 5 222 
Jefferson 116 31 44 13 27 27 16 274 
Keokuk 204 120 79 4 14 9 6 436 
Lee 88 25 39 3 15 22 10 202 
Louisa 175 50 105 5 11 26 5 377 
Lucas 111 70 32 11 25 38 11 298 
Madison 221 114 95 22 23 33 15 523 
Mahaska 234 124 71 10 9 18 7 473 
Marion 144 146 43 3 7 37 10 390 
Mills 99 57 44 3 5 6 12 226 
Monroe 127 69 50 19 9 9 12 295 
Montgomery 121 72 33 4 9 18 4 261 
Page 158 110 48 3 30 12 10 371 
Pottawattamie 140 138 88 18 9 21 17 431 
Ringgold 208 212 97 9 33 39 10 608 
Taylor 173 146 50 10 26 9 8 422 
Union 151 103 50 23 28 39 17 411 
Van Buren 209 48 73 5 12 77 20 444 
Wapello 198 "3 60 3 39 19 12 374 
Warren 193 92 49 3 9 66 25 I 437 Washington 151 47 64 3 4 12 5 286 Wayne 246 321 100 15 8 33 28 751 
Total I 5,194 I 3,302 I 1,853 I 258 I 549 I 854 I 351 112,361 
TABLE V. ACREAGE FORECLOSED BY MORTGAGE HOLDERS BY 
COUNTIES, 1915-36. . 
Counties I 
Private I I~~~_I I Loan I Federal I :~~~ I I individ- com- Banks co~- Land land Others Total 
uals panies panles Bank banks 
Adair 28,660 32,749 4,479 ~:;~~ I 4,188 6,273 989 80,043 Adams 15,781 14,230 4,804 4,953 1,649 320 41,737 Appanoose 32,606 15,660 18,568 634 4,339 1,160 73,372 
Cass 23,598 24,762 4,709 360 1,745 4,381 814 60,369 
Clarke 25,463 37,464 7,849 3,088 3,779 9,598 1,353 88,594 
Davis 28,165 16,320 9,031 80 8,612 5,866 484 68,558 
Decatur 39,152 42,588 17,177 1,484 6,932 10,184 3,941 121,458 
DeaMoines 9,375 1,939 10,246 ... ~ .... 381 6,333 60 28,334 
Fremont 21,524 17,433 5,242 1,728 986 2,171 774 49,858 
Henry 15,803 4,198 9,067 450 2,111 3,221 655 35,505 
Jefferson 13,863 5,980 7,944 2,213 4,341 3,611 2,360 40,312 
Keokuk 23,348 19,271 10,651 575 1,991 1,479 546 57,861 
Lee 10,688 4,424 8,434 731 1,933 5,696 2,797 34,703 
Louisa 23,772 9,657 19,084 1,285 1,680 4,506 1,935 61,919 
Lucas 15,480 12,542 4,912 1,197 3,886 7,314 1,300 46,631 
Madison 24,884 20,392 15,100 3,363 3,277 5,127 2,160 73,803 
Mahaska 27,124 18,976 10,090 2,462 1,548 3,478 670 64,348 
Marion 17,130 27,135 6,945 530 810 5,209 500 58,259 
Mills 11,616 11,264 6,411 450 769 818 975 32,303 
Monroe 16,532 13,128 8,349 2,130 1,419 1,962 881 44,401 
Montgomery 16,166 13,057 5,592 717 1,276 2,908 620 40,336 
Page 19,026 16,713 6,242 292 4,073 1,798 1,357 49,501 
Pottawattamie 18,244 24,472 14,222 2,686 1,584 2,865 1,659 65,732 
Ringgold 28,671 35,874 12,876 1,600 4,733 8,357 989 93,100 
Taylor 25,184 25,603 8,026 2,134 3,413 2.009 549 66.91H 
Union 21.182 15.916 7.479 4,726 4.438 7.815 2.666 64.222 
Van BUren 31.321 9.435 9.295 990 1.730 13.794 3.549 70.114 
Wapello 26.516 10.189 8.575 394 6,289 3.484 1.976 57.423 
Warren 21.804 16.441 7.822 224 1.384 10.470 2.926 61.071 
Washington 19.987 7.811 11.624 721 769 2.809 549 "4.270 
Wayne 34.672 55.887 16.710 1.176 1.190 4.941 2.998 117.574 
Totals 1686.837 1581.510 1297.555 I 4(1.896 I 86.854 1154.465 I 44.512 11,892.629 
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TABLE VI. TOTAL JUDGMENTS IN FORECLOSURES BY MORTGAGE 
HOLDERS BY COUNTIES, 1915-36. (000 omitted) 
Counties I r,,1iv~~': I I~~l~- l Banks I ~~~ I Fi!;,rt I ~~; I Others I Total 
uals panies panles Bank banks 
Adair $1,947 $2,681 $ 285 $ 132 $ 340 $ 515 $ 65 $5,965 
Adams 1,063 1,220 227 .. _.-. 378 112 12 3,012 
Appanoose 1,641 941 694 15 31 216 34 3,572 
Cass 2,152 2,403 339 12 157 372 49 5,484 
Clarke 1,341 2,340 431 199 197 599 58 5,165 
Davis 1.477 870 445 5 298 340 17 3,452 
Decatur 1,588 2,593 796 54 403 594 195 6,223 
Des Moines 775 101 866 .....• 20 354 6 2,122 
Fremont 1,200 1,603 295 48 82 130 32 3,390 
Henry 1,439 342 567 34 115 260 78 2,835 
Jefferson 1,067 441 553 151 281 264 178 2,935 
Keokuk 2,295 1,529 843 47 172 95 18 4.999 
Lee 682 338 460 40 109 353 172 2,154 
Louisa 1.865 799 1,330 78 100 329 162 4,663 
Lucas 1,085 803 251 78 190 417 69 2,893 
Madison 1,637 1,618 991 149 190 349 182 5,116 
Mahaska 2,273 1,541 638 168 109 288 59 5,076 
Marion 1,309 1,912 299 22 47 404 21 4,014 
Mi1\s 708 1,159 295 13 55 60 38 2,328 
Monroe 767 770 305 125 71 105 32 2,175 
Montgomery 1,236 1.139 423 13 97 232 22 3,162 
Page 1,431 1,553 396 50 364 151 34 3,979 
Pattawattamie 1,616 2,373 852 144 135 266 91 5,477 
Ringgold 1,334 2,347 739 78 281 498 43 5,320 
Taylor 1,632 1.927 428 36 218 156 44 4,441 
Union 1,396 1,125 399 137 291 536 213 4,097 
Van Buren 1,894 600 572 93 90 931 252 4.432 
Wape1\o 2,003 620 504 35 441 295 82 3,980 
Warren 1,536 1,122 393 7 77 743 210 4,088 
Washington 2,138 701 842 68 50 237 44 4,080 
Wayne 1,996 3,633 865 77 58 328 182 7,139 
Total I 46,523 I 43,144 I 17,323 I 2,108 I 5,447 I 10,529 I 2,694 I 127,768 
TABLE VII. NUMBER OF FORECLOSURES BY MORTGAGE HOLDERS 
BY YEARS, 1915-36. 
I !,ri."~te I I~~~~- I Banks I Loan I Federal I :~~~~ 1 I Year mdlVld- com- com- Land land Others Total ual~ panies panies Bank banks 
1915 73 .... 16 3 .... . ... 3 95 
1916 68 2 6 5 .. -. . ... 2 83 
1917 65 2 15 2 .... . ... 1 85 
1918 44 _.0. 8 2 .... . .. . 1 55 
1919 27 .... 11 4 .... . .. . 1 43 
1920 42 2 6 .... .... . ... 1 51 
1921 194 9 38 7 ... . 2 8 258 
1922 437 22 95 17 ... . 3 13 587 
1923 428 27 128 26 .. -. 6 18 633 
1924 474 60 124 40 3 14 9 724 
1925 444 92 148 42 1 9 10 746 
1926 323 113 133 36 2 10 19 636 
1927 283 143 136 13 5 16 11 607 
1928 280 155 128 18 9 49 18 657 
1929 227 148 119 7 6 68 46 621 
193'0 229 205 108 9 8 40 24 623 
1931 333 371 134 11 40 123 21 1,033 
1932 522 689 186 5 174 190 42 1,808 
1933 252 508 128 4 93 92 20 1,097 
1934 173 341 51 1 37 65 19 687 
1935 144 214 70 3 80 110 29 650 
1936 132 199 65 3 91 57 35 582 
Totals I 5,194 I 3,302 I 1,853 I 258 I 549 I 854 I 351 I 12,361 
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TABLE VIII. ACREAGE FORECLOSED BY MORTGAGE HOLDERS BY 
YEARS. 1915-36. 
I Private I I~~~~- I I Loan I Federal I ~~~ / I Year individ- com- Banks co~- Land land Others 
uais panies panles Bank banks 
/
percent 
of 
Total total 
area 
1915 7.653 .... -. 2.384 558 -_._. .. _--- 537 11.132 .1 
1916 8.964 289 1.178 474 ...... 
'-'-'-
157 11.062 .1 
1917 9.828 300 1.921 203 ...... .. ---. 93 12.345 .1 
1918 5.199 ...... 1.150 117 --_ ... 
------
92 6.558 . . 1 
1919 3.613 ..... - 2.084 863 ..... - .. --_ . 10 6.570 .1 
1920 6.173 280 778 ...... ... _-- •• uu 110 7.341 .1 
1921 30.504 1.707 7.495 1.648 .----- 301 1.256 42.911 .5 
1922 69.534 5.670 16.939 3.396 .-_ ... 1.138 1.652 98.329 1.0 
1923 61.394 4.777 22.913 4.274 ._---- 1.032 2.757 97.147 1.0 
1924 66.523 11.567 22.253 4.983 523 3.177 1.043 110.069 1.2 
1925 61.245 19.248 26.109 4.814 80 1.439 1.694 114.629 1.2 
1926 41.448 23.248 20.686 6.896 802 2.162 2.689 97.431 1.0 
1927 39.167 26.390 20.200 3.378 786 3.377 1.659 94.957 .9 
1928 37.499 29.245 18.099 2.349 1.473 9.481 1.994 100.140 1.1 
1929 28.838 25.479 18.832 919 990 14.642 8.214 97.914 1.0 
1930 28.383 37.893 15.098 1.240 1.033 7.988 2.554 94.189 1.0 
1931 42.099 64.679 25.165 2.082 5.884 23.721 2.901 166.531 1.8 
1932 64.725 123.313 28.639 1.287 30.433 34.164 3.950 286.511 3.0 
1933 27.379 87.611 20.479 667 14.468 17.083 2.498 170.185 1.8 
1934 17.238 54.386 7.553 77 5.540 10.416 2.793 98.003 1.0 
1935 14.890 34.359 9.567 455 12.120 15.913 2.471 89.775 .9 
1936 14.541 31.069 8.033 216 13.222 8.431 3.388 78.900 .8 
Total 1686.837 1581.510 1297.555 I 40.896 I 86.854 1154.465 I 44.512 11.892.629 I 19.8 
TABLE IX. JUDGMENTS FORECLO'SED BY TYPES OF MORTGAGE HOLDERS 
BY YEARS. 1915-36. (000 omitted) 
Year I !,ri.v~te I I~~~~- I Banks 1 Loan / Federal I ~f~~~ I / mdlvld- com- com- Land land Others 
uais panies panies Bank banks 
Total 
I I I I 
1915 $ 315 $ ...... $ 58 $ 17 $ ...... $ ...... $ 21 $ 411 
1916 326 15 39 21 ...... . ..... 2 403 
1917 447 8 90 14 .... _- .. ---- 4 563 
1918 272 ..... - 30 6 ...... ._ ... 2 310 
1919 174 ...... 36 32 .---- ----- 1 243 
1920 215 13 26 ... _.- ...... .. .... 3 257 
1921 2.024 100 338 119 .. _--- 28 70 2.679 
1922 5.004 446 849 209 .. ---- 123 64 6.695 
1923 4.752 412 1.384 226 ...... 93 158 7.025 
1924 5.374 960 1.494 217 42 230 43 8.360 
1925 4.826 1.643 1.418 312 9 110 72 8.390 
1926 2.871 1.756 1.443 326 9 151 199 6.755 
1927 2.656 1.919 1.368 51 47 157 140 6.338 
1928 2.772 2.170 1.220 111 79 610 136 7.008 
1929 1.845 1.760 1.077 30 48 1.070 593 6.423 
1930 1.953 2.661 1.032 79 68 533 173 6.499 
1931 2.569 4.639 1.399 162 309 1.533 222 10.833 
1932 3.939 8.804 1.512 54 1.755 2.221 277 18.562 
1933 1.626 6.649 1.145 62 984 1.166 110 11.742 
1934 966 4.025 309 12 374 722 139 6.547 
1935 852 2.661 569 34 833 1.106 110 6.165 
1936 745 2.503 487 14 890 676 155 5.470 
Total I 46.523 I 43.144 I 17.323 I 2.108 I 5.447 I 10.529 I 2.694 I 127.768 
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TABLE X. ACREAGE FORECLOSED BY EROSION GROUPS AS PERCENTAGE 
OF ALL LAND. 
I Acreage foreclosed as percent-Acreage foreclosed by erosion group age of all land in each erosion group 
Counties I II III Total ---.-.--I"I;--,---.II"I;--'I----;A-v-e-
Adair ._ ... 61.079 18.964 80.043 . ..... 19.3 37.5 21.8 
Adams 2.590 30.355 8.792 41.737 22.5 16.3 11.6 15.3 
Appanoose 12.161 55.020 6.191 73.372 23.8 22.4 19.3 22.3 
Cass 1.388 55.686 3.295 60.369 8.7 17.1 17.8 16.7 
Clarke . -.. ~ 75.118 13.476 88.594 ...... 29.9 60.2 32.3 
Davis 823 56.404 11.331 68.558 6.1 24.1 15.5 21.4 
Decatur 6.337 33.897 81.224 121.458 23.6 37.6 36.3 35.6 
Des Moines 14.186 14.148 ...... 28.334 10.2 11.5 ... -. 10.8 
Fremont 16.638 11.482 21.738 49.858 12.3 15.6 18.8 15.4 
Henry 11.335 24.170 ... - . 35.505 8.3 17.6 . ..... 13.0 
Jefferson 12.543 27.769 ...... 40.312 12 •. 6 15.7 . ..... 14.6 
Keokuk 5.105 52.756 ...... 57.861 8.5 17.0 . ..... 15.6 
Lee 9.476 25.227 ...... 34.703 7.2 12.9 . ..... 10.6 
Louisa 87.654 24.265 ..... . 61.919 20.6 34.5 ...... 24.4 
Lucas 240 32.645 13.746 46.631 4.2 16.5 18.8 16.9 
Madison ...... 69.512 4.291 73.803 ...... 20.3 24.8 20.5 
Mahaska 15.779 47.368 1.201 64.348 25.7 16.2 12.5 17.7 
Marion 11.531 46;728 ...... 58.259 22.0 15.2 ...... 16.2 
Mills 10.085 16.398 5.820 32.303 13.0 10.9 11.1 11.5 
Monroe 8.323 36.078 ...... 44.401 14.6 16.4 ...... 16.1 
Montgomery 7.844 32.492 ...... 40.336 14.8 14.9 ...... 14.9 
Page 7.841 36.799 4;861 49.501 16.6 13.8 19.0 14.6 
Pottawatt. 8.327 40.400 17.005 65.732 9.0 11.5 10.7 10.9 
Ringgold 9.755 30.226 53.119 93.100 ...... 33.0 20.9 26.9 
Taylor 2.145 55.124 9.649 66.918 19.7 20.8 14.6 19.6 
Union __ 0.- 22.822 41.400 64.222 ...... 16.1 31.6 23.5 
Van Buren 17.517 52.597 ...... 70.114 19.8 24.2 . .... . 23.0 
Wapello 11.735 31.003 14.685 57.423 14.1 23.6 24.7 21.0 
Warren 7.057 53.774 240 61.071 19.3 16.4 18.8 16.7 
Washington 14.595 27.465 2.210 44.270 10.0 13.7 18.2 12.4 
Wayne 217 78.274 39.083 117.574 ...... 34.4 36.3 35.1 
Totals 1 263.2271 1.257.0811 372.3211 1.892.6291 
Percentages 1 1 1 1 1 14.5 18.8 23.6 18.8* 
.This figure 18.8 does not agree with the figu!re 19.8. the percentage of farm land 
foreclosed. because in this table "all land" not just "farm land" is included. 
